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REMARKS 

Claims 92-109 were pending in this Application. No claims have been amended. 
No claims have been added. Thus claims 92-109 are subject to continued examination. 

Claim Objection 

The Office Action objects to claim 99 as indefinite because the limitation recited, 
that the molecular weight varies less than about 42 atomic units, does not make clear 
what the molecular weight varies from. 

Applicants note that the essential inquiry pertaining to the requirement of clarity 
and precision is whether the claims set out and circumscribe a particular subject matter 
with a reasonable degree of clarity. Definiteness of claim language must be analyzed in 
light of the content of the particular application disclosure; the teachings of the prior art; 
and the claim interpretation that would be given by one possessing the ordinary level of 
skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made (MPEP § 2173.02). 

Applicants respectfully submit that the language of claim 99 pertaining to 
variation in molecular weight by a degree expressed in atomic units is sufficiently definite 
when read in light of the Specification (page 10, paragraph 2) and in view of the 
understanding of one possessing the ordinary level of skill in the chemical arts. 
Accordingly, Applicants request that the objection to claim 99 be withdrawn. 

35 U.S.C. 112 Rejections 

Claim 92 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. The Office takes 
the position that the Specification, while being enabling for polyester, does not 
reasonably provide enablement for hydrolyzable polymer. Specifically, the Office 
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submits that Applicants 1 Specification demonstrates that the scope is only to polyester, 
since Applicants do not state or suggest any other polymer. 

Claims are not properly rejected as broader than the enabling disclosure under 
35 U.S.C. 1 1 2 for non-inclusion of limitations dealing with factors which must be 
presumed to be within the level of ordinary skill in the art, the claims need not recite such 
factors where one of ordinary skill in the art to whom the specification and claims are 
directed would consider them obvious (MPEP § 2164.08). 

Applicants respectfully note that the Specification clearly states "As used herein, 
a hydrolyzable polymer is or includes any polymer that is capable of undergoing a 
hydrolysis reaction, such as, for instance , polyester. The term hydrolysis is used herein 
to include any reaction that typically results in the cleavage of the ester linkage in the 
polymer." (See Page 4, lines 17-20). Polyester, in this case, is offered simply as an 
example of the broader class of "hydrolyzable polymers" and is not intended to limit the 
disclosure in any way. 

The presence of only one working example should never be the sole reason for 
rejecting claims as being broader than the enabling disclosure. To make a valid 
rejection, one must evaluate all the facts and evidence and state why one would not 
expect to be able to extrapolate that one example across the entire scope of the claims 
(MPEP § 2164.02). The fact that the working example provided is directed to polyester 
is not an indication that the invention is limited to polyester. 

In light of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that the Specification is 
sufficiently enabling for one of ordinary skill in the textile industry (to whom the claims 
are directed), and that claim 92 is thus sufficiently enabling to satisfy the requirements of 
35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 
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Anticipation Rejections 

Claims 92-109 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Farmer (US 4,1 03,051 ). The Office takes the position that Farmer teaches treating 
polyester fibers with a polymeric composition comprising an aliphatic amine having at 
least 10 carbon atoms and further discloses all aspects of Applicants' invention. 

A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference. The 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the claim (MPEP 
§2131). 

Applicants respectfully submit that Farmer does not disclose each and every 
element of Applicants' claimed invention. The instant claims recite a substituted 
hydrolyzable polymer, wherein the substitute is a branched chain amine. As best 
understood, the polymeric composition disclosed in Farmer comprises aliphatic amines 
that are unbranched carbon chains. 

Accordingly, since Farmer fails to teach the limitations as claimed by Applicants in 
independent claim 92, and since all of the other rejected claims each depend directly or 
indirectly from this claim, Applicants respectfully request that the anticipation rejection 
should not be maintained. 



Obviousness Rejections 

Claim 102 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Farmer (US 4,103,051) in view of Eggleston et aL (US 3,396,446). The Office relies 
upon Farmer as set forth above but submits that even if broad teachings of polyester as 
disclosed are not sufficient to anticipate the limitation to polyethylene terephthalate, 
polytriphenylene terephthalate, and polybutylene terephthalate as recited by the instant 
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claims, it would have been obvious to modify Farmer in view of Eggleston to include 
these polymers. As best understood, Eggleston teaches that polymethylene 
terephthalates such a polyethylene terephthalate can be treated with solutions of 
ammonia, ammonia vapor or concentrated nitric acid or sulphide solutions in a process 
for reducing pilling in textile articles. 

To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim 
limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art (MPEP § 2143.03). As best 
understood, Farmer discloses a polymeric composition comprising aliphatic amines that 
are unbranched carbon chains. Applicants respectfully submit that the unbranched 
aliphatic amines of Farmer do not teach or suggest the invention as presently claimed in 
claim 102, which depends from independent claim 92, which recites "a substituted 
hydrolyzable polymer, wherein the substitute is a branched chain amine H . As best 
understood, there is nothing in the teachings of Eggleston that would cure this basic 
insufficiency of the primary reference. 

In light of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited art does not 
satisfy the requirements for maintaining a prima facie case of obviousness, and thus 
request that the rejection of claim 102 be withdrawn. 
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